SAND CREEKTARGETED
WATERSHED GRANT
FINAL REPORT

Funding for this grant was provided by the Minnesota Clean Water Land &

Legacy Amendment through the Board of Water & Soil Resources AMENDMENT
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Executive Summary

In 2015, the Scott Watershed Management Organization (WMO) was awarded a$2.2 million-
dollar Targeted Watershed Grant (TWG) from the Board of Water and Soil Resources (BWSR).
The grant focused on improvements made within the Sand Creek watershed Some of the tasks
involved in the grant were the installation of Best Management Practices (BMPs) through either
technical or financial assistance. Also, landowner surveys and farmeled groups helped shape
the various programs which were available to landowners during the grant period and continue
to be adapted into future programing .

There was a tremendous amount of advancements made regarding soil health initiatives, mostly
through the implementation of cover crops. Annual cover crop workshops were held to p rovide
education to landowners. Also, acustomized cover crop inter-seeder waspurchased and made

available for landowners to use for planting cover crops.

The focus of these efforts was to improve water quality for Sand Creek, Cedar Lake and
McMahon Lake and to the accompanying waterbodies within the watershed. Significant
improvements of sediment and phosphorus reductions were made by both the grant itself and
what the grant then enabled through other funding sources.

The landowners played a key role in the success of the grant. All the activities associated with

the grant were voluntary efforts at implementing conservation. If not for the strong

conservation ethic within the watershed and willingness of landowners to make the
improvements,thesuccess the grant had would not have been
those landowners an event was held in their honor to express gratitude and appreciation for all

the work they have done and will continue doing in the future.

History

The Sand Cred& watershed drains an area of 271 square miles, andspans across three counties
(Scott, Le Sueur & Rice) with the headwaters starting in Le Sueur and Rice counties. The creek
generally flows from south to north cutting through the Minnesota Valley bluff u pstream of the
City of Jordan. It then flows through the Minnesota River terraces and floodplain prior to
discharging to Louisville Swamp and the Minnesota River. Land is generally privately owned and
is primarily agriculture. Exceptions includethree small cities (Jordan, New Prague, and
Montgomery) , small municipal parks, two large County Regional Parks (Cedar Lake Farm and
Doyle Kennefick), DNR Wildlife Management Areas, and the Minnesota Valley National Wildlife
Refuge and State Recreation Area.

The predominant land uses within the watershed are comprised of 50.5% traditional row crop,

25% as pastureland and 7% as developed acresTwo priority lakes have approved Total
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) studies,Cedar Lakewhich is 790 acresin size and McMahon Lake
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which is 162 acres Within the watershed, there are 25 impaired waterbodies for 55 various
parameters. At various segments of Sand Creek,the pollutants and stressors include fish
bioassessments, nutrients, ma&roinvertebrate assessment, turbidity andE. coli (Minnesota
Pollution Control Agency 2019).

There have been numerous studies which outline targeting and prioritizatio n for the
waterbodies within the Sand Creek Watershed. These studies were used as part of targeting
methods for the TWG. These strategies arefound in the following various approved plans:

1 The approved Scott WMO Comprehensive Water ResourcedManagement Plan (WMP) as
amended August 2013, Section 3 pages 31 through 3-46, and 3-60 through 3-68.

1 The approved Sand Creek Watershed TMDL and Impaired Waters Resource Investigation
Clean Water Partnership project(SCWRIYwhich included Stressor Identfication). The
entire document is relevant; however, Section 4 of Volume 2 presents the
Implementation Plan.

1 The approved Cedar Lake and McMahon Lakes TMDLs and TMDL Implementation Plans.
The entire TMDL Implementation Plan is relevant.

1 The DNR approwed Lake Vegetation Management Plan for Cedar Lake (LVMP).

1 Sand Creek, MN Final Reportd Fluvial Geomorphic Assessment

f Sand Creek Near Channel Sediment Reductiord Feasibility Report

All documents are available on the Scott County website www.co.scott. mn.usunder the
Ervironmental Servicestab, Watershed Management Organization page. The WMP has been
updated since the start of this project.

Those publications helped shape some of the initiatives for the WMO, which is outlined in Figure
1. The three main components are establishing and publishing the technical and scientific

findings. Understanding social aspect which is built on capacity and relationship building. Then
using that information for delivery and implementation which then contribute to improvements .

Figure 1: Initiatives of the WMO
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WMO Strategy

Prioritization for addressing the findings of the Sand Creek Watershed TMDL and Impaired
Waters Resource Investigation (SCWRIpr total suspended solids (TSS) and nutrientswas
completed before the execution of the grant, however, this continues to be ada pted to various
new goals and needs. Surface Water Assessment Tool (SWAT) modeling in the SCWRI showed
that TSS reduction was most sensitive to the control of near stream sediment sources and to
upstream runoff moderation, which were the primary focus of the grant application.

The sediment reduction strategy, which was identified as part of the prioritization in the grant
application, outlined several areas of focus for the Sand Creek watershed. In general, focus
areasare improving the stream corridor, increasing wetland storage, restoring wetlands and
slowing runoff to moderate flows. This long -term approach is intended to moderate flows to
Sand Creek while improving the corridor and allowing it to come to a new dynamic equilibriu m.
Practices that would fit with this approach as part of Technical Assistance and CostShare (TACS)
Program were all identified as eligible BMPs in the grant Work Plan.

The upper watershed for Sand Creek is located outside of Scott County and levied &inds coming
from within the county are intended only to be spent within Scott County. The WMO identified
coordination of funding sources for Rice and Le Sueur Counties as part of the strategy as well.
An emphasis with the Targeted Watershed Grant was tofocus efforts towards the upper
watershed. Earlyon in the grant period , the focus was largely on the upper watershed and as
the grant progressed, slowly the lower watershed (Scott County) was integrated in.

Through monitoring it was found that the Mi ddle Sand Creek Watershed produces 10 to 15
times the amount of TSS loading than any other watershed to Sand Creek. Coupled with the
fact that Sand Creek has been identified as being a disproportionate source of sediment to the
Minnesota River, acute sediment sources in the Middle Sand Creek Watershed are also an
emphasis of this strategy. Capital Improvement Projects (CIPs) were identified for further
refinement through a feasibility study for the near channel sediment sources.

Also, Great River Greeing and Scott County partnered together to review a geomorphic study
that was completed in 2008 by Inter-Fluve, Inc. and used current aerial photography to see
where improvements in the riparian corridor could be made.

Targeting of watershed sources of sediment and phosphorus reduction were completed before
the execution of the grant for potential projects and can be found in the following documents:

Diagnostic and Feasibility Studies for TSS in Sand Creek
¢ 70% of sediment from near channel sources
¢ Improve Riparian Conditions
¢ Slow incision
¢ Moderate flow
¢ Stabilize acute sediment sources
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¢ Promote Grade Control Practices

TMDLs for Cedar and McMahon Lakes
¢ Internal phosphorus loading dominates

Project Activities

The following are the grant project activities included in the Work Plan with a description of
each activity and reported results.

Administration

This activity consisted of financial and contract management with vendors and partners, financial
tracking, overall coordination, project management and reporting. Scott County staff time was
used for bi-annual reporting, contracts, and various development aspects of the grant.
Additionally, financial controls for managing expenses were also set up, and various invoices
from the contracts processed.

Results

All agreements were executed with BWSR Scott County also established contracts with the
three Sail and Water Conservation Districts (SWCD over the course of the grant for Technical
Assistanceand Cost Share TACS Program. Some of which were for several years while others
were annual contracts. An amendment to the Rice SWCD contract was approved in 2016.

Contracts were established with Inter-Fluve, Inc. for a feasibility study, and full design of five
different CIPs. Also, a feasibility study was completed by Barr Engineering on an additicmal CIP
site. That site was then taken to full design, however, the landowner passedaway in the spring
of 2019 and the remaining family members indicated timing was not good for them to go
through with construction at that time.

A contract was established with Great River Greening regarding the riparian buffer projects for
technical assistanceand for the planting of buffers as well.

An agreement was reached with Minnesota Agricultural Water Resource Center MAWRC) for
their contributions towards the project as well that was predominately related to leading the
Farmer Led CeOp. A kick-off meeting and a progress meeting for the team partners were also
hosted at the beginning of the grant start. Annually, meetings between BWSR staff and/or
partners were held to reconvene and give progress updates and highlight upcoming tasks.
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Biannually reporting was done in eLINK for each
task. Updating of results, financials, entering in
indicators, and mapping projects were some of the
main items related reporting.

Three minor amendments were approved along the
way, one in each of the following years: 2018,
2019, and 2020 These amendments were for
shifting funds from one category to another as
some tasks experienced quite a bit of success such
as the TACS Program while other activities like the
In-Lake Phosphorus Reductionwas eliminated
altogether, sincet h e | a kphdius levelavwee

reducing without an alum treatment being
administered.

Finally, there was an amendment foran extension to the grant. The extension pushed back the
termination date from March 2019 to March 2020.

Technical Assistance & Cost Share (TACS) Program

This Activity consisted of installing structural practices and non-structural (ecological) practices
along with wetland restorations. The cost share amounts, payments, and installation followed
specifications in the Scott WMO Conservation Practice Financial Assistanc®rogram Manual
Policy (PMP), which is updated annually. The PMP is also referred to as a Docket. Eligible
structural practices included: advanced construction cover, conservation drainage, critical area
planting, diversion, grade stabilization structure, grassed waterway, terrace underground outlet,
streambank stabilization, and water and sediment control basin. Eligble non-structural practices
included: filter strips (harvestable and non-harvestable), nativeprairie, natural shoreline
restoration and/or shoreline stabilization, cover crops and riparian buffers with native
vegetation.

This Activity was led by the Sott, Le Sueur and RiceSWCDs with assistance from Scott County.
The Scott SWCD and Scott County handled the financial aspects of the program.

Practice approvals, designs, installations, inspections and maintenance will follow protocol in the
PMP. ThePMP uses Natural Resources Conservation Service (RCS and BWSR specifications. A
10-to 15-year contract, depending on the practice type, was executed with eachlandowner,
inspections will be completed at roughly five-year intervals over the contract term, and
landowners/operators are provided O peration & Maintenance Plans(O&M). One exception to
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the contract term was for cover crops since their contractterm was 3 years. Prioritization and

targeting for landowner contacts and practice promotion followed the Prioritized, Targeted and

Measurable Goalsstatement processes.

Results

The TACS Program was highly successful during the grant period and continues to be to date.

Momentum is building for the program and for the foreseeable future there is more demand for
cost share assistance by interested landowners than available funds

Therewas a total of 38 projects that were funded from the Targeted Watershed Grant (TWG)
and an addition al 102 projects that were enabled by the TWG. Other funding sources enabled

projects included a 319 Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Grant administered by the
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) and local funds from the WMO or SWCDs. Table 1.
lists the numeric achievements by practice type and funding source. The totals representing
everything accomplished with the grant and enabled are also depicted.

Table 1. BMP projects completed with

or enabled by TWG funds.

) T
Practice Name Largeted 319 EPA Local Funds TOTALS
Watershed Grant
Quantity | Units | Quantity | Units | Quantity | Units | Total | Units
Native Prairie 87.5 Acres 92.4 Acres 17.4 Acres| 197.3 | Acres
Cover Crop 544.4 Acres 986.4 | Acres 0 Acres | 1530.8 | Acres
Wetland Restoration 5.1 Acres 0 Acres 0 Acres 51 Acres
, Lin. Lin. Lin.
Grassed or Lined Waterway 8,110 Lin. Ft.| 3990 Ft. 5461 Ft. 17561 Ft.
, Lin. Lin. Lin.
Shoreline Stabilization 760 ) Lin. Ft. | 630 Ft, 155 .| % R
Grade Control Structures 22 Each 14 Each 16 Each 52 Each
. Lin. Lin. Lin.
Streambank Stabilization 300 Lin. Ft. 0 Ft. 0 Ft. 300 Ft.
Filter Strips 0 Acres 1.7 Acres 7.4 Acres| 9.1 Acres
Critical Area Plantings 0 Acres 5.7 Acres 0 Acres| 5.7 | Acres
*Other 0 Each 0 Each 22 Each 22 Each

*These practices included:
raingardens, well
decommissions, nutrient
management (funded locally),
stormwater runoff control and
whole farm planning
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Figure 3: Projects that were enabled by the Targeted Watershed Grant
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Prioritization and targeting of these
projects were also critical to the
success of this task. Several different
publications were used for
prioritization and targeting that were
outlined in the application. Those
publications included:

1 Sand Creek Wateréed
Impaired Water TMDL Volume
1

1 Sand Creek Watershed
Impaired Water TMDL Volume

2 = S E e e .

Cedar Lake TMDL Figure 4. Recently constructed lined waterway

McMahon TMDL with Turf Reinforced Matting (TRM).

1T WMO Comprehensive Water
Resource Management Plan

9 Cedar LakeSubwatershed Assessment

M Picha Creek Subwatershed Assessment

= =

Generally, prioritization and targeting occurred at various levels At

a high-level watershed and subwatersheds were geographically
prioritized based on their level of impairment. This is why Sand
Creek was chosen for a Targeted Watershed project in the first place,
Subwatersheds contributing to an impaired stream or lake within the
Sand Creek watershed were also prioritized. Cedar Lake,dr
example,is an impaired lake and therefore time and resources were
prioritized in that subwatershed over others such asthat of Raven
Stream. Within this construct, a second level of prioritizing 3
occurred, which guided workload or level-of effort. This level was Figure 5. Lined waterway with riprap.
heavily tied to targeting of specific practices. The result was a

S Fs St e

matrix that not only helped guide what practices would be targeted where, but also to what
degree they would be promoted for implementation based on individual subwatershed needs
and condition. Practices according to completed studies and models provide the greatest
benefit in terms of directly addressing impairments were specifically targeted and actively
promoted, while t hose that provided modest or minimal benefits were passively promoted, or
not at all promoted. This matrix is characterized by 5 priority levels, as identified and described
in the Sand Creek Watershed Impaired Water TMDL Study Volume 2. A brief descripon of each
level follows:

12| Page



1 Level 5: Specific Target & a specific project identified in the field
1 Level 4: Area Targeting 0 specific practices identified as high priorities based on
environmental benefits within specific subwatersheds
1 Level 3: Actively Promote 0 specific practices that will be actively promoted
within specific subwatersheds
1 Level 2: Passively Promote 6 promoted with general fact sheetsand
announcements through press releases, on websites, and local newsletters
1 Level 1: These are lowe priority but still prioritized through inclusion into the
PMP based on the practice type
Table 2 below lists all the TACS Program projects that were funded by the TWG, along with their
respective subwatersheds and prioritized status.

Table 2. TACS Program projects with subwatershed location and priority status.

TACS Program
County Practice Quantity Units Subwatershed Priority
Scott Grade Stabilization 1 Each Lower Raven Creek Level 5
Scott | Shoreline Stabilization 370 Lin. Ft. Porter Creek Level 5
Scott | Shoreline Stabilizationf 340 Lin. Ft. Porter Creek Level 5
Scott | Shoreline Stabilizationf 50 Lin. Ft. Porter Creek Level 5
Le Sueuf Streambank Stabilizatign 300 Lin. Ft. Upper Sand Creek Level 5
Le Sueuf Cover Crop 80 Acres Upper Sand Creek Level 4
Le Sueu Cover Crop 81 Acres Upper Sand Creek Level 4
Le Sueu Cover Crop 50.5 Acres Upper Sand Creek Level 4
Scott Cover Crop 100 Acres Sand Creek Tributary Level 4
Scott Native Grasses 2.7 Acres Lower Raven Creek Level 4
Scott Native Grasses 9 Acres Lower Raven Creek Level 4
Scott Native Grasses 20.5 Acres Lower Raven Creek Level 4
Rice Native Grasses 13.2 Acres Upper Sand Creek Level 4
Scott Native Grasses 10.2 Acres Porter Creek Level 4
Scott Native Grasses 11.5 Acres Sand Creek Tributary Level 4
Lower Raven Creek/Sand Creg
Scott Cover Crop 92.5 Acres Tributary/Middle Sand CreelLevel 4/Lo!
Le Sueuf Wetland Restoration 4.3 Acres Upper Sand Creek Level 3
Le Sueuf Cover Crop 70 Acres Upper Sand Creek Level 2
Le Sueuf WASCOB 1 Each Upper Sand Creek Level 2
Le Sueuf Terrace 1,800 Lin. Ft. Upper Sand Creek Level 2
Le Sueuf WASCOB 2 Each Upper Sand Creek Level 2
Le Sueuf WASCOB 1 Each Upper Sand Creek Level 2
Rice WASCOB/Terrace |2 & 1,484Each & Lin. F}. Upper Sand Creek Level 2
Scott Wetland Restoration 0.8 Acres Middle Sand Creek Level 2
WASCOB/Grassed
Le Sueu Waterway 3 & 960|Each & Lin. F}. Upper Sand Creek Level 2/Lo
Scott Cover Crop 70.4 Acres Middle Sand Creek Low
Scott Grassed Waterway 1,216 Lin. Ft. Middle Sand Creek Low
Scott Grassed Waterway 860 Lin. Ft. Porter Creek Low
Rice Grassed Waterway 665 Lin. Ft. Upper Porter Creek Low
Scott Grassed Waterway 350 Lin. Ft. Lower Raven Creek Low
Sand Creek Tributary/Uppe
Rice Grassed Waterway 2,575 Lin. Ft. Sand Creek Low
Scott Native Grasses 5.9 Acres Middle Sand Creek Low
Scott Native Grasses 2.5 Acres Middle Sand Creek Low
Scott Native Grasses 12 Acres Middle Sand Creek Low
Rice Terrace 4,100 Lin. Ft. Porter Creek Low
Rice WASCOB 3 Each Sand Creek Tributary Low
Rice WASCOB 1 Each Sand Creek Tributary Low
Rice WASCOB 1 Each Sand Creek Tributary Low
Rice WASCOB 1 Each Porter Creek Low
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Priority Level 5(Specific Targe) in the Upper Sand
Creekwatershed, whereas,grade control structures
(e. g. WhARdeatiédsas a Priority Level 2
(Passively Promotg. Level 1 projectsare listed as a 12
oOLowd pri or iaboye. Lewel 1 phojectst ay el
are ones that are still prioritized by the practice
type that is eligible through the TACS Program
Docket. However, there was a heavy emphasis on
the upper watershed as being a targeted area for
practices. Only 17%of completed projects were in &= L.
the lower watershed (Scott County) and Level 1 Figure 6. Puffer streambank site
prioritization. Much of those 17% of projects were before construction.

also focused on runoff reduction through native ’

prairie projects, which is alsoa high priority for Sand Creek.

Figure 7. Puffer streambank site

after construction.
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Figure 8. Targeting of BMPs with TWG funds
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